As public institutions are faced with more diverse and increased community needs, significant concern arises (both in academia and practice) for the d windling resources available at the local level and the factors which can influence local revenue mobilization. Using data for 3,227 Romanian territorial-administrative (all Romanian territorial administrative units except Bucharest -the capital city), this research compares local revenue mobilization (calculated as: effectively collected revenues, as a share of what was predicted at the beginning of the budgetary year) for the 2008 -2011 period, trying to determine if the type of a territorial administrative unit influences its public revenue mobilization. The post hoc ANOVA showed that the type of a local institution (be it commune, city, municipality, county or sector) does not affect the level of revenue collection (proxied by collected/predicted revenues); where such relationships between these two variables were found, they were rather spurious and did not surfaced across the entire dataset.
Introduction
As public administration is faced with increased and more diverse community needs, more and more concern is manifested (both in academia and in practice) for the dwindling resources available to local public institutions. Financial and administrative decentralization, once promoted as a mechanism that could ensure a better match between local needs and public resources, showed its limitations as smaller local governments had to provide increasingly more (state delegated) public services, often without having at their disposal adequate (financial, material and human) resources; consequentially, this led to further inequalities between local communities. Revenue mobilization (understood as the capacity of public sector organizations to collect financial resources from taxation and other sources -levies, licenses, royalties, etc.) has received considerable academic attention, especially in the context of developing countries and local governments (Akudugu and Oppong-Peprah, 2013; de Mello and Barenstein, 2001; Elezi, 2015; Opoku, Kyeremeh, and Odoom, 2014; African Development Bank Group, 2011; Danulețiu, 2010) .
Aiming to provide a better understanding of local revenue mobilization in Romania (N=3, 227) , the main objective of this research is a dual one: (a) to present a descriptive analysis of local revenue mobilization in Romania for the 2008-2011 period and (b) to test if the type of a local administrative institution influences its revenue collection level (proxied by effectively collected revenues, as a share of what was predicted at the beginning of the budgetary year).
Decentralization and the revenues of local public administration
The salience of revenue mobilization at the local level is often considered a result of financial/fiscal decentralization (Profiroiu and Profiroiu, 2006, p. 119) , thus the two administrative processes need to be analyzed simultaneously. Ștefan and Dogaru (2011, p. 130) define decentralization as 'a mechanism by means of which the local administration authorities receive the authority and the resources allowing them to make decisions concerning the provision of public services', thus underlying the importance of financial decentralization as local governments should receive power/authority and responsibilities/duties as well as financial resources in order to act in the best interest of their communities. According to Rondinelli (1981, pp. 133-145) decentralization can be understood as the distribution of responsibility for planning, management and resource collection and allocation from the central government (and its agencies) to other public bodies; from this perspective, local revenue mobilization can be regarded as one of the more important aspects of decentralization.
Analyzing fiscal decentralization in transition countries, Dabla-Norris (2006, pp. 100-131) highlights that Romania, as an intermediate reformer: (a) has 'been less successful in establishing fiscal institutions, controlling fiscal imbalances, and redefining the role of the state' (p. 104); (b) still maintains a rather ambiguous distribution of spending responsibilities (p. 111); (c) has moved toward a more transparent system of transfers (between local and central governments), but the system is not yet perfect (p. 115); and (d) local governments achieve fairly high shares of 'own' revenue, most of which come from local taxes (p. 119). Rodríguez-Pose and Krøijer (2009, p. 14) argue that, in healthy institutional and regulatory frameworks, independent subnational governments are more likely to lead to 'greater accountability and efficiency', but in the context of inadequate (lower) shares of subnational 'own source' revenues, local public authorities will remain dependent on shares of central taxes (or transfers), thus inhibiting the potential advantages of financial decentralization. Since Romanian local governments receive more than 40% of their revenues in the form of conditional grants (earmarked by the central government to support specific social sector functions), it can be easily argued that the financial autonomy of Romanian sub-national tiers is rather limited (Network of Associations of Local Authorities of South-East Europe -NALAS, 2012, p. 25) . A similar view is shared by Cristinel (2012) , providing evidence that even if the principles of autonomy and decentralization of public services are frequently invoked in the public sphere, local territorial administrative units are 'dependent on transfers of funds from the state' (p. 920), thus limiting their real autonomy from a financial point of view.
Looking further into decentralization, Gershberg (2008) argues that decentralization policies often rely on (or at least require) the existence of a formula to allocate funding for subnational governments in order to ensure that they have sufficient financial resources to fulfil their responsibilities (p. 1). However, Romania 'has failed in the eyes of many analysts to develop any serious formula funding mechanisms' until 2008, mainly due to 'politics and power' (Gershberg, 2008, p. 1) ; in other words, decision makers from the central level avoided the development and transparent implementation of a formula for transferring funds towards local authorities in order to maintain a degree of freedom that would allow them to reward 'loyal' (same political color) communities/local governments from the sub-national level, thus leading to uneven local development and service provision. The same argument was made earlier by Ioniţă (2005) for general purpose, infrastructure and pre-university education funds (making this a potentially endemic problem of the Romanian public finance system) while Marian and King (2016) observed that government spending seems to be (at least) decoupled from the policy preferences of citizens.
Analyzing the administrative levels by which decentralization (fiscal and other) is exercised, NALAS (2012, p. 13) identifies 'four levels of sub-sovereign government' in Romania, which are grouped in two tiers. Three of these levels (communes, cities and municipalities) are assessed to be 'first-tier levels of local government' and have similar rights and responsibilities, while the second tier (the county level) is assessed to be at 'the provincial level'. However, the same report (NALAS, 2012, p. 13) argues that communes, municipalities and cities (or the first tier) have a more important function as sub-national governments 'in both fiscal terms and public service terms', as well as a more direct contact to the citizenry. According to the Institute for Public Policies (Institutul pentru Politici Publice -IPP) a cleavage seems to develop between local communities that manage to obtain sufficient revenues from own sources and those that do not collect enough revenues (even for paying their utilities and staff) (IPP, 2001, p. 9) .
Economic, social and demographic advantages offer enough resources for some communities to undergo a continuous and equilibrated development process, but others are both less fortunate and also blamed for their inability to collect local resources (even when the tax base is present); thus rich communities lose sight of the primordial European concept that development is built on economic and social cohesion (IPP, 2001, p. 9) and not on assigning blame. Political pressure and discretionary power (at the central level) should also be taken into account as they can be used to supplement (via transfers) certain local budgets for political and electoral purposes, thus skewing the distribution of local revenues between different territorial-administrative units (Iorga, Moraru and Giosan, 2010, p. 6) . Other factors which can influence local revenue mobilization refer to: the competence of revenue specialized clerks/public servants (Ndunda, Ngahu and Wanyoike, 2015) , corruption (Brașoveanu and Obreja Brașoveanu, 2013, pp. 167-184) , economic and financial crises (IMF, 2015) , weak institutional capacity, informal and agricultural economies, tax evasion/avoidance, tax exemptions, inequitable rent-sharing (Mascagni, Moore and McCluskey, 2014, p. 4) loopholes in income taxation frameworks, lack of transparency in revenue collection and remittance processes (Gideon and Alouis, 2013) and deficient organizational capacity to accurately estimate local revenues and their collection (Moldovan and Macarie, 2015) .
Data and Methodology
The data used for this study was obtained from The Direction for Fiscal Policies and Local Budgets (DFPLB, 2013) and it is publicly available for researchers interested in the level of revenue collection in Romania (this can be considered one of the successful instances of transparency applied in the Romanian public sector). The final SPSS database created for this research included the names and types of territorial-administrative units (t.a.u. from here on) and the level of revenue collection (in percentages: what was actually collected at the end of the budgetary year as a share of what was predicted at the beginning of the budgetary year) for 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011, for 3,227 Romanian local territorialadministrative units (all Romanian t.a.u.s without Bucharest, the capital city).
The level of revenue collection will be used as a dependent variable, while the type of territorial-administrative units will be used as the independent (explanatory) variable. Revenue collection levels for the 2008-2011 period, the dependent variable of this research, are ratio data, calculated by the following formula: revenues effectively collected (at the end of the budgetary year) divided by revenues predicted or proposed (at the beginning of the budgetary year). This indicator was used as a proxy for revenue mobilization in Romania because it allows comparisons between different t.a.u. types, which would be impossible/irrelevant to do with other indicators (such as the total collected revenues in monetary units) given the factual differences in tax bases between these territorial administrative units.
Romanian territorial-administrative units, used as independent variables, are nominal data and consist of five categories: county (județ), municipality (municipiu), city (oraș), commune (comună), and sector (sector). Although the aforementioned five types of t.a.u.'s share some commonalities (such as the existence of: elected officials and civil servants, juridical or juristic personality, endowment with public authority, public property, financial and administrative autonomy -own budgets, with revenues and expenses), there are also consistent differences between them, especially regarding the available tax base and their administrative capacity, differences which warranted this comparison. Counties represent the immediate administrative level below the national one and they are tasked with the coordination of municipalities, cities and communes from their jurisdiction (Romanian Constitution, 2003) ; they are Romania's NUTS-3 territorial units.
Sectors are administrative units of the Municipality of Bucharest (which has the same administrative level as that of a county -NUTS-3), with responsibilities over local affairs, such as secondary streets, hospitals, parks, schools, cleaning services and so on; the average population of each sector (between 225,000 and 385,000 inhabitants) and their potential tax bases are comparable with that of medium and smaller counties.
Municipalities, cities and communes represent the first (lowest) sub-national level/tier of government and are more close to local communities/settlements (i.e. the closest level to the citizenry), are autonomous (from a financial and administrative perspective) and there are no other administrative subdivisions bellow them. The main differences between municipalities (urban settlements), cities (urban settlements) and communes (rural settlements) refer to: the number of inhabitants, the percentage of the population engaged in non-agricultural activities, water, electrical, heating and sewage facilities, healthcare, tourism and educational facilities/services, transportation, recreational and public parks infrastructure and so on (Romanian Parliament, 2007) . Furthermore, a local community can transform its t.a.u. type between these previous three categories following the fulfilment of certain criteria, two or more communities can merge or a new commune can be founded by splitting itself from another existing municipality/city or commune (if certain requirements are fulfilled). The average level of revenue mobilization for 2008 stands at 79.40% from what was predicted, the minimum (excepting Racşa) being 11.02% and the maximum 167.15%, with a range of 156.13. For 2009, the average level of revenue collection is 78.69%, the minimum (excepting Racşa) being 17% and the maximum 127.34%, with a range of 110.34. In 2010, the average level of revenue collection was higher than in previous years (82.84%); higher values also occurred for the minimum (25.93%), maximum (172.70%) and the range (146.77). In 2011, the average level of mobilization was even higher (84.60%), but both the minimum (24.00%) and maximum (134.80%) were lower than in the previous year. In order to obtain a better understanding of how the data is spread (how did territorial-administrative units manage to collect their revenues), Skewness and Kurtosis were also analyzed. Skewness is a measure of symmetry (the distribution is symmetric if it looks the same to the left and right of the center point); the Skewness for a normal distribution is zero, and any symmetric data should have a Skewness near zero. In the case of revenue collection levels (Tab. 1), the distribution presents a small skew to the left, which means that the tail on the left side of the probability density function is longer than the right side and the bulk of the values (possibly including the median) lie to the right of the mean. In simpler terms, multiple territorial-administrative units managed to collect their revenues above the average. Kurtosis is a measure of whether the data are peaked or flat relative to a normal distribution (data sets with high kurtosis tend to have a distinct peak near the mean, decline rather rapidly, and have heavy tails, while data sets with low kurtosis tend to have a flat top near the mean rather than a sharp peak). A higher kurtosis means that more of the variance is the result of infrequent extreme deviations, as opposed to frequent modestly sized deviations. The analysis (presented earlier in Tab. 1) shows relatively low values for Skewness, suggesting that variations between the levels of revenue collection between different territorial-administrative units are rather modest in size (although the tail extends to the left). The Kurtosis, although presents differences between the four years, is smaller than 2, thus in the limits of normal distribution.
Tab
Although using the aforementioned indicators we can approximate a rather normal distribution of revenue collection levels across our data, more insights can be gained if we analyze the 2008-2011 trends for each type of community (Tab. 2). A visual representation of the 2008-2011 data (see Fig. 1 to Fig. 4 in Appendix) provides further initial evidence for the existence of differences in local revenue mobilization and that these differences can be connected with the administrative type/classification of a local institution.

Confirmatory research
In order to confirm the aforementioned hypothesis/observation (that the differences that occur between different types of communities with regard to their levels of revenue collection/mobilization are statistically significant) an analysis of variance is required. The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to determine whether there are any statistically significant differences between the means of three or more independent (unrelated) groups, by comparing the means between the groups and determining whether any of those means are significantly different from each other. Specifically, it tests the null hypothesis:
Where µ i = group mean and k = number of groups. If, however, the one-way ANOVA returns a significant result then we accept the alternative hypothesis (H A ), which is that there are at least 2 group means that are significantly different from each other. The basic assumptions that have to be met in order to realize a one-way ANOVA are presented below, as well as the degree to which they are respected by the data used in this research.
The first assumption is that the independent variable consists of two or more categorical independent groups. Categorical variables represent types of data which may be divided into groups that are independent from each other -given the nature of our data, this criterion is meet. The second assumption is that the dependent variable is either interval or ratio (continuous); this assumption is also meet since the dependent variable refers to the levels of revenue collection (collected/predicted local revenues) for 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011 (ratio measurement) . The third assumption is that the dependent variable is approximately normally distributed for each category of the independent variablethis condition was observed in Tab. 1 and 2. The fourth assumption -equality of variances between the independent groups (homogeneity of variances will be tested in SPSS using Levene's Test and the Robust Tests of Equality of Means). The last (fifth) assumption, independence of cases is also meet by our data.
One of the most important assumptions of the one-way ANOVA is that the variances of the compared groups are similar. The significance level in the case of the Welch Statistic is below .00 for 2009, 2010 and 2011 therefore, for these years, there is a statistically significant difference in the means of the revenue collection levels between the four types of communities (local public organizations). The significance for 2008 is .122, which is above the .05 threshold, thus in this case there is no statistically significant difference between the groups (different types of institutions). As a result, this year will be excluded from the following (post hoc) analyses, as there are no significant differences between types of communities in 2008 . However, for 2009 although there is a statistically significant difference between the groups, we do not know (at this point) which of the specific groups differ. To reach a better understanding regarding the types of local institutions between which there is a significant difference we will continue by conducting post hoc tests (Tab. 4) (the post hoc test recommended in our case is Games-Howell because it does not rely on homogeneity of variance -assumption that is not meet by our data). The aforementioned analyses (especially Tab. 4) provides enough evidence to refute all null hypotheses related to the existence of possible relationships between revenue collection levels (collected/predicted revenues) and different types of local institutions. As such, we must accept the hypotheses that the revenue collection levels of different types of communities are not statistically different for the overall period. Thus, the analysis corroborated the following hypotheses: The aforementioned analyses provide support to the hypothesis that the type of a local public institution has no (or just spurious) effect on the level of revenue collection or mobilization (measured by collected/predicted revenues) attained.
Conclusion
The analyses presented in this paper offer useful insights, for both policy makers and academia, regarding the relationship between levels of revenue collection (calculated as effectively collected revenues as a share of what was predicted at the beginning of the budgetary year) and types of local administrative institutions. Across the analyzed period, the type of sub-national governments (be it communes, cities, municipalities, counties or sectors) does not affect the levels of revenue mobilization/collection; where such relationships between these two variables were found, they were rather spurious and did not surfaced across the entire analyzed period. 
